RECEIVED
FEW6 1996 6523 40th Avenue

University Park, MD 20782

FCC MA'L HOOM February 15, 1996

The Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
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RE: FCC 95-484
Dear Secretary:

Exemptions from closed captioning should not be given to any
classes of video programs. My wife and I are deaf parents of a
seven-yvear old hearing child, and it is impossible to moniter the
suitability of programs she watches if we are unable to have
access to not only what is being said but how it is being said.
Additionally, not being able to discuss with her what she is
watching deprives us all of family interaction and limits our
ability to fulfill our parental obligations.

When it comes to business and educational programming, we
are very limited in what is available in closed captioning. When
we receive videotapes from vacation providers or "how-to"
videotapes with the purchase of electronic equipment, for
example, they are useless for our purposes. With technology that
is already available for automated voice-to-scripting there is no
excuse for granting exemptions from closed captioning to
videotape producers; such exemptions deny access to millions of

deaf and hard-of-hearing American citizens.

ruce A. White, Ph.D.
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1919 M St., N.W. DOCKET FILE COPY <
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: In the Matter of Close Captioning and Video Description of Video Programming
(FCC 95-484)

Dear Sirs;

This is my response to your call of inquiry regarding the close captioning
provision in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, especially § 713, which provides
exemption based on ‘burden’ of providing close captioning access.

| am voicing my support for a near-100% support for close-captioning programs
offered to the public, despite the inevitable claims by small producers and providers
that close-captioning is expensive and burdensome, under § 713.

The reason is simple- The Deaf Community, historically, has been excluded from
the mainstream community for thousand of years. It was until the 1950’s with the advent
of the Tele-Typewriters for the Deaf (TTYs); 1960’s, with the increased recognition and
organization of certified interpreters and interpreting agencies; late 1970's, with the
advent of close-captioning; late 1980’s, with the introduction of the Americans of
Disabilities Act; and 1990’s with the proliferation of Telephone Relay Services (TRS)
across the continental U.S. All of these milestones have brought about a remarkable
result: An on-going assimilation of the Deaf Community into the mainstream community.

Now, the average Deaf person has the same opportunities afforded to an
average person in America. This average Deaf person has been exposed to cultural
icons, ideologies, interpersonal interaction with hearing peers, etc. All of this integration
of the Deaf people into the social and professional fabric of the mainstream community
has been a direct result of these technological and sociological advances the U.S. has
put forth in the past 50 years.

With this context now in place, briefly consider the implications of the small-time
producer or provider or a news station crying foul over the ‘burdensome’ provisions of
close-captioning. If these factions were to be heard and were granted immunity from
these ‘burdens’, it only means that the U.S. is reverting back to the status quo of the
pre-1950’s where the Deaf community was largely excluded from the mainstream
community. Also, a double standard would exist- the major players in the
telecommunications and entertainment game would still have the resources to provide
for close captioning and would be required to do so, but the ‘small fish’ get through
without such a ‘burden’.
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Page 2 FCC Inquiry (95-484) letter

This doesn't have to happen- Treat every player in the industry the same- Close-
captioning is part and parcel of providing basic services to the community. This sets
an example that the U.S. is forging ahead to tomorrow, abandoning the status quo of
the past. This would not have immediate impact, but 50 to 100 years later, the effects
would be profound and beneficial to the mainstream community, as the Deaf community
is almost 100% assimilated.

Thank you We

Todd Stephen Elliott
4744 C. Westland Bivd.
Balitimore, MD 21227
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